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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH{S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )K Responsive to connmunication(s) filed on RCE, filed 2/23/04 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1. 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 10-12,20-22 and 33 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) n Claim{s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 10-12,20-22 and 33 is/are rejected. 

Claim{s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) n The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. ^ 
2.n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
02/23/04 has been entered. 

Amendment, filed on 02/23/04 has been entered and considered. 

IDS, filed on 1/26/04, has been considered and signed copy is attached. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors, in considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 
owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 10-12, 20, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harvey III et al. (US 5686360), in view of Ito et al, (US 5652067). 

Regarding claim 10, Harvey discloses an organic light emitting device (20 of Fig 
4) comprising a layer of light emission material 14 (Fig 2) interposed between a first 
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electrode 13 (anode) and second electrode 15 (cathode), comprising one or more 
electrode layers on the light emissive organic material for injecting charge carriers into 
the light emissive organic material (lines 9-13 of column 4), wherein the OLED further 
has a sealing system (22) forming a stack comprising a first inert barrier layer 28 and 
another layer 26 (second layer in the buffer system. Fig 4) interposed between the outer 
electrode 15 and the first inert barrier layer (28) for absorbing moisture and oxygen 
(lines 55-66 of Col.5). 

But Harvey does not disclose SiO as a material for the second layer instead used 
silicon dioxide layer. 

However, Ito et al. teaches that metal oxides such as Si02, SiO, GeO, ZNO etc 
are preferable materials for the sealing of cathode of an organic EL device (lines 30-38 
for their excellent gas and moisture barrier property. 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use SiO instead of Si02 as the material for the second 
buffer layer 26 of Harve/s device, since these are art recognized equivalent, as taught 
by Ito et al., for the purpose of barrier /sealing material for the EL device. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Harvey discloses that the first inert barrier layer 28 is 
selected from the group consisting of AIN, SiO-2, Si-3N-4 and AI-20-3 (lines 60-61 of 
column 5). 

Regarding claims 12 & 20, Harvey discloses that thicknesses of the each layer 
are too thin (lines 60-63 of column 3) but fail to disclose the claimed range of thickness. 
However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to obtain the desired range, since it has been held that where 
the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum 
or workable ranges involves only routine still in the art. 

Regarding claim 33, Harvey fails to disclose that the first inert barrier layer 28 is a 
layer of AIN, instead discloses other dielectric material such as silicon nitride. Dielectric 
materials such as silicon dioxide, silicon nitride, aluminum nitride (AIN) are art 
recognized equivalent materials for passivation layer, thus, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use AIN, 
instead of silicon nitride for the first inert barrier layer, since it has been held to be within 
the general skill of an worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its 
suitability for the intended use. 

Claims 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Harvey III et al. and Ito et al. as applied to claim 10 above, further in view of Hung et al. 
(US 5776622). 

Regarding claims 21-22, Harvey and Ito et al. disclose all the claimed limitation of 
claim 21(see rejection of claim 10) except that the one of first and second electrodes is 
a multi-layered electrode comprising a first low work function conductive layer on the 
light emissive layer and a second conductive layer on the first layer. However, Hung 
teaches to have multi-layered cathode in an organic EL device having a first low work 
function conductive layer of calcium having a thickness 200nm or less, on the light 
emitting layer and a second conductive layer of aluminum having a thickness of 5 
micron or less (lines 21-27 of column 5, and line 1 of column 5, and claim 2),as claimed 
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in claim 22. This multi-layer cathode provides stability against atmospheric corrosion 
(see abstract). 

Thus it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to introduce multi-layered cathode in the device of Harvey in 
order to obtain stability against atmospheric corrosion. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 2/23/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant contends that the SiO layer together with other inert barrier layer 
provides excellent protection for the electrode. However. Ito teaches that SiO is a 
preferable material for the protection of electrode of an EL device, so used as a sealing 
layer above the electrode. 

Applicant believes that excellent protection is due to the action of SiO as a 
gettering layer. 

Combined structure of Harvey and Ito et al. provides the claimed structure. 
However, though function of gettering is not mentioned in the prior art, it is inherent, 
since function follows the form. 

Moreover, it is elementary that mere recitation of a newly discovered function or 
property, inherently possessed by things in the prior art, does not cause a claim drawn 
to distinguish over the prior art. Additionally, where the Patent office has the reason to 
believe that a functional limitation asserted to be critical for establishing novelty in the 
claimed subject matter may, in fact, be an intrinsic characteristic of the prior art, it 
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possesses the authority to require the applicant to prove that the subject matter shown 
to be in the prior art does not possess the characteristic relied on. 

Other Prior Art Cited 
The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure : Jones (US 5920080). 

Contact Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Karabi Guharay whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2452. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimeshkumar D. Patel can be reached on (571) 272-2457. The fax phone 
number for the organization is (703) 308-7382. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
0956. 



Karabi Guharay ^ 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2879 



